The structure of the human brain reflects a wealth of functionally relevant information, and is influenced by both genes and environment. Grey matter volumes both at global and regional levels are highly heritable (den Braber et al., 2013; Posthuma et al., 2002; Winkler et al., 2010; Wright, Sham, Murray, Weinberger, & Bullmore, 2002) , and map clearly onto specific genotypes (Durston et al., 2005; Toga & Thompson, 2005) . Regional brain volumes are typically stable over time (den Braber et al., 2013) but can increase following new learning (e.g., Woollett & Maguire, 2011), demonstrating experience-dependent plasticity well into adulthood. In addition, brain structure alterations resulting from neurodegenerative disease are linked to concomitant changes in functions associated with those structures, such as memory problems associated with medial temporal lobe atrophy (e.g., Leube et al., 2008) . These findings provide convincing evidence that differences in brain structure can reflect behaviour.
Recent studies have moved from examining how group differences in brain structure reflect those in behaviour, to assessing how subtle inter-individual differences in brain structure map on to normal variation in behaviour (Kanai & Rees, 2011) . Such studies have linked anatomical structure to personality traits (e.g., DeYoung et al., 2010) and to impulsivity traits (e.g., Matsuo et al., 2009) . Extreme scores on these traits are often observed in those with psychopathology, such as unipolar and bipolar depression (Johnson, Carver, & Joormann, 2013; Zapolski, Guller, & Smith, 2012) , and so these findings support a continuum view of the risk factors and potential biomarkers for psychiatric conditions. Whilst the number of studies linking brain-structure to behaviour has rapidly increased over the last decade, a parallel set of studies have highlighted how methodological choices can influence these findings. These critiques can be separated loosely into those demonstrating the confounding influence of acquisition protocols, such as scan parameters (Tardif, Collins, & Pike, 2009 ) and field strength (Tardif, Collins, & Pike, 2010) , the influence of pre-processing choices, such as smoothing kernel size (Shen & Sterr, 2013) , masking (Ridgway et al., 2009) or the use of modulation (Radua, CanalesRodriguez, Pomarol-Clotet, & Salvador, 2014) , and the influence of particular statistical analyses (Rajagopalan, Yue, & Pioro, 2014) . This has led to guidance on how to report anatomical imaging studies, to ensure they are easily interpretable and repeatable (Ridgway et al., 2008) . Importantly, these methodological papers do not question the validity of the approach (although see Bookstein, 2001) . Indeed, studies comparing voxel-based morphometry (VBM), the most widely used method for automated brain volume measurement, to manually defined region-of-interest approaches find highly similar results, indicating convergent validity (Bergouignan et al., 2009) .
A recent study, however, calls into question the strength of some structural brain-behaviour correlations. In an attempt to
